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Repeal From Ihe United States Dictrict Court 
For The Dietrict OF Columbia 


ArpellantS, Statement of Questions Presented 


_\_Was Wot the arrest_werrant Obtrined iNegelly 
in Accordance with Shenke) United States,55 App b.c.84 
SSL ANd United States\.OF fice No.508 Rico Brewster 
Bidd, DCWD.LAFeb. 23, 1954,NAk Supp.24,28 Wher Seid 
ArreSt_werranty was iesued on Yneve belie? And without 
writers And Swore to aFFidavit? 


_2_\Wes Wot the petitioner denied A hearing in the 
Constitutional sense by both the Court and Counsel for 
his defense? 

Petitioner bein A laumary AANA Not Kowind hie 
Fidhts as to whet a hearing was, contends that tie Counsel 
di Negigestiy Wawwe his Fight Without his consent to 


question the arrest, witness ANd warrant responsible for 
Same; Also the right Yo examine the corvtents of the 
alleged evidence. 

Buety the intelligent and educated \rymany has 
amell and Sometime tio Skill iw She science of law. 

if coe with crvme, hie is incapable kewerall 
of determining ov hiesel® Whether the indictment 1s dood 
or bad. He io uNFarmiltar withthe rules of evidence ____ 


UG, lo0 S.Ct. 32, 322,34 L.£d,379;__ _ White). Redon,324 US, 
"Io, T04, 5 S.C4.918,780, 892 Ed.1348;_._House\) Mayo, 324 
US.42,Hb,65 S.Ct 519, 520, 84. Ed. 739. 


~~ 3~\neffectiveness of Counsel throudh ted 
ligence WW defence of petitonersin Not Sele the 
Warrant thoroughly whew requested to do so by petitioner: 
—-Rule u, Tile 18, ER of CR paracc)(3) Sec.) manner, 


Edwards. United States, 15 US. App.D.C.2265 
Coopet VunitedState $233 A aNd B15 

od \united States 16 US. App DC. Wess 274s 
Diggs V. Welsh FUS.AppDC.us, 
Wor Field) Urirted States, 13 28 36; 
Thomas). DC.F0F 2nd 424: 
Farle ws\) United States, 143 hand 174; 
Uohnsow\). Uwited States, WOR ANd 562, 
lLunee V.Averlode 244 F 2d l03; 
Surralt\) UsitedStates, Mise. Natotes 


~The lowet Court was without durisdiction 
Yo Yerrder decision), AS a matter of law. 


Index Pade 


Appellant's Statement OF Questions Presented 
Jurisdiction Statement ~~ —- -- - - IR 
Statement of the case 

Statement of Pints - — -— ——--———-- 4A 
Summary oF ArQuinent 

Argument er ee a la ae tie tole eaten IY 


T__ The arrest warrant was dbveined illedel_ 
ly Ae A Matter OF law under rules SANIURROFCR__ 1s 
ASOFPicers possessed No Knowledge of his own 
to secure the warratt, but Yelied on the hear-say 
wlormation of aseller of warcotic dr ds whom 
Ynay have catered to some OFFicevs for the bene_ 
ICit Of clemency And favors.See._Shewks \) 

“United States, 55 App-D.C. 84,85; 

United States. OF ice No. 508, Ricon_Brewster 
Blde.D.C.WD. Ln. Peb.23,1454,19F Supp. 24,23; vead 

PAV ASCH) ANG (0) — — ne mene ere ere 


W__Dewial & a henrinby wer Court;todet 
ermine the facts, AS A Inalter OF law;Powell V. Ala_ 
bama,287 WLS. at page 68,67,53S.Ct. at page b4___ 
Hawk \.Olsow, 320 U.S.271,277, 278,669.CK Ib, 119, 
120,90 L.Ed. 61; Aver yV. State of Alabama,308 
US. 44 YU, loS.Ct, 32, 322,84 L.£d.397;_ 
White) Radon, 324 WLS. 760, 164 5 3CE973, 9 86, 
$92 £d.1348;___House\. Maup,324US.42, 46,658. 
IN, 520,89.L.Ed. 7139; 


cetiesss ohabsh CONT. 2-5 ae Rabe 

mr __|netfectiveness of Counsel Throudh Ned. 
lihence in defence of petitioner -.-_-__..— 
Rule 4, Title 13, PR of CP. para (c)(3) Sec. (3) manner. 
_\_\n not investigating the werrant thoroughly, 
Wher Yequested to do a0 by petitioney_______ \3 
_2_\W misle adinQ peritioner to Wot Ne|diny ANY 
witness for defence of character; 
_3.\p Counsels wartine wortil mid Trial to wform 
petitioner to plead ectrapment____._____._.. 18-14 
_4_\n Counsels Wot oblecting strowely to the 
District Attorneu's statement, that petitioner was 
Arrested i Calif For wArcotic \aw Violation, with 
Wo records to prove strternent made before the 
trial Jury Ard Counsele were informed by petit 
loner of untruth of statement, this aratement 
was perdurios and predudicial ngsinst petivioner— Ib 
— 5—\d Counsels nor presenting the Facts be_ 
Fore the dudge ard dury re towhere petitioner 
recieved the mover to pry the Costs oF peritionel’s 
THAN oh aS a es le es 
_bDanis” Counsels led Questions and ANSWwers 
of dovernment witness, Davio on Fes,24question 
10,25, questions ZANd 3, Si questions 10, 3",questions 
RG a sc cee aki iar SaaS ae ace wer Sea ae 
~7.!Lewie’ Counsels led questions andanswers 
of Government witness sa Arhur Lewis ov tes 
Wlo, 20d. ANd BH QUESTIONS, TE 4B, questions 2,3,4,5AN08;_ 
_8_"Welsov’ Counsel led Questions and answers of 
dovernmenst witness Abent Fred Vielsow ONTRs 51, 
questions lo,andi,T Rsz,questions Sandy; ___ 


Index cont, Pade. 


~% Counsels nedlected to question rhent 
Welson, As to why he testified beFore the Grand 
Jury iv Davis's case,as hedid tot arrest Davie, 
AS AinAlter of law, in this case at bar Counsel 
WAS nedligent and ineffective. 


Cases Edwards US.15US. App.D.C. 226.200 17 
Cooper WUS, 233R 2982; 
Wood V.US.T5L.S. App.D.C.214; 

Cited_Didhsl. Nelch,8oUS. App D.C.1N8 
Nor Field VWS.NBR ANd 395; 
FarleyWU.S,,\W3h2i9 114; 
Johnson US. WO 24d 52; 
Lunee\.Averlode, 244 Pad lob; id 

Crted__Tudge Prettyman; in Surreal 0.15. 
Misc. No.1048, 


I... The lower Court was without durisdict 
ion to tender decision,as Amatter of lav 
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_13_ House. Mayo, 324 US, 42,46, 65 S.Ct 5/7, 520 
AE Re LLL Ae ge eer eee eee nr eee ED sas 
_it_ohnSon V,ULS, NORasd 562) 
_/5.Lunee\), Quetlode 244 Raid logs 
lo NorfieldV.ULS.NB Rard 375; 
~(7_People V.EZAUgl, 2.0.4, 245437, HIO.E. 242 coR0752._ 4 
—|8Powell U. Alabama 297 U.S. At page 68,67, 533,Cr, 
FTDRGS CON is eh a a i ene oc 
—19-Schen kg VU, S. 55 App.DC, 8435; 
_20.State\), Chaves, lolR 224 307, 44M, 26001740), 
re: Fielde Estate Yo..423; 
_2i_Surratt VU,S. Mise.No.0%s_ ae 
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22 Thomas ViD.C.40R aNd Hz — 4 
_ 23. United States V.OF fice to.508,Ricon_Breweter 
Bide, ,D.C.\W.D.L.A-Feb.29,1454n7 F Supp 24,28 6 
_ 24-Unhted States VTomnioln, 249R2NU693 CIDE SEF, 
COG) 487 ils as asa a a ccc ew eae — Ib 
26. White V.Ragor 324 WS, 160, 164% 65 S.Ct 973,970, 
PRAHA OUT: ds Saab as anal A ad Lae 
—26-\Wood VU... 75 US. App DC. 274; __-_-___. 4 


Constitutional Rmewd., Rules and Stetutes Iywled 


Constitutional Amendments 4,5, 6, IAN IY; sei 


Fed.Rules of Crim. Pro Rules 34,Andus;._______ & 13 

Rule 52a) Title 23.USCA 

Rule 4, title 1%, paracc) (3)Sec.(3) Manner_._____-_ 
CONGIUIGIONE: ca satab a Se a uel |] 
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Brie? For Appellant 
Tivedigtionn| Shatement 


Appellant was indicted nind convicted For vnultiple 
Violations of the Narcotic lIrws. 

Appellant was sentenced toutoiz yerrs in the 
penitentiary. 

Notice of Appeal was timely Ged. 

This duddment beind a fival Conviction of the 
United States Dietrich Court For the District of Columbia, 
urisdictio is vested inn this Court on Appeal. 


Howtly with one dlevd Av/es and denncite 
INA 24 Count indictment Alleguid wiolation of the warcotic Aws, 

Petitioner___ Huu sWAS NAMED IN Count 
T, through 24; Allehed the sale of certrin Narcotics In Uiclntion 
of Title 26, Sections 4.704(h), 4706 (A), and Title 24, Section 174, 
“US. Code Anotated. 

Ow April 61486, h Complaint was filedinthe Comin 
iseioners OF fice at Washington Deby Agent ArthurlLewis 
pusder ielteie Yani ony or About: March 20,195, 

> did unlawfully, possess And sell A 
Narcotic drug, Anda the Complriwant further states that he 
believes that Arthur Lewis, Narcotic Agent Rre mrterial 
Writes itv Felation to this Charge. Signed by Aithur Lewis, 
Narcotic Agent 
This. complaint was for art arrest werratt for 
PetitionerwWemes Jt HUNT Peli Hiower after along study 
of this Complaint fail To Find ANY facts wherein to suppor’ 
Complrinant® allegations, nnd there is wo AT Fam of Facts 
on Ale sworn toby anyore that Could have had Ay facts 
Ww Yelation to Shio allebed charde.Rdent Lewis faledto Mle 
ay atfidavit of Facts, because he personally had note ANY 
Yelied completely wpor hearsay But before the Grand tury 
Adent, Arthur bewis made A perdurious statemedt(or atlenct 
Someone did). y order tohave peritionerAMES AUN 
indicted, That on oF about March 22,1486, within the District 
of Columbin,petitionerLemes Wwe did Sell to 
Agent Arthur Lewis A Warcotic drud, thats two hundred 
Atdd Fe}y C250) Capsules Containing heroin \F_ 


— 2A | 


a“ 


this Statement of Lewie's be true, thers why did he Nor 

Mile hie complaint Shat-pelitionertiad made An ilebel sale 

oF (nrcotic druge Yo bittn (Le wie), Wovld it Wot have been true 

City his complawt or before the Grand dury), Petitioner will 

prove by the records and’ Accordind to law, That Agent Lewie 

smis.used the truth i both of his statements, in lpu it's 

Called perdury. 

7 Petitioner will algo prove that the former WAS A 

professional witness Working for the Qoversiment and 

that he Aleo committed perdury According tothe yecords ANA 
the \nv. 

| Petitioner intend to prove by the records ANd Record 

id to law, thet counsels For petitioner's detense, through 

Neglect, Nediiewtance And wdifferance, was Ineffective AND 

actedin ay Weompetent manner which Caused petitioner tobe 

demied Due Process of Law, nid Allowed Srid petitioner's 

Constitutional Rights Yo be Violated. 


Sritement of Points, 
—|... Te Arrest-warrant was illegally cbraned 
ANA issued Contrary to the Yequirementa of the ult Rmend., 
ment tothe United States Constitution pnd the Ped.tules 
of Criminal Procedure Rules 3,4, ANd WI. 


2. me Wawer oF the hearingby Counsel Violvted 
the rights of petitioner to be confronted with his accusers 
and examive evidence.A Wight Suaravteed by the Federal 
Code and UWS Constiturions sit and Uh Amendments, 


~3Counsel wars Nea in het peForirinnh, 
{he Vole of Amici Currel, tt» Violation OF the Americar Bar 
Associations Caron; Unndis. 


—4-lLower Court erred iv ven en 
thus Violating ¥ Ghte Secured wwder \3et and (ul Amend. 
ments to the Constitutions. 


‘ . ~ 
ry o- 
H 


- Petitioner Filedn petihon before this Court 


April li,Pw0. to prosecute aw Apperlinforma prupers. 


On Mayylo,\4 wo, Ine Court received Motion for 
Withdrawal by previous counsel,Mr.Albert'T, Hamlin, 
Esq. this Court so ordered that r Albert T. Nami, Esq 
be allowed'to withdrau,and ordered tat petitioner be 


allowedandinchidine fue 18}460 fofilen brief in Sup | 


portof the pehtion,wo opposition bend filed nt thet 
time by respondent. 

The first alledaation of Pacts on which petitioner 
iitendeto ely is that physical eudence obfAwed by Ary 
Agent of the U.S Government was improper lyadmiited 
durmihis trieland hence improperly utilized To con 
vict him. 

Petthoneratthis time, Couldivat claim Abuse of 


discretion without Allowing the reviewing Court proper | 


time worth which+o examine the evidence upon Whi. 
ch discretion wre exercised. IruNenot contronertedthar 
thesintements made by Abert Arthurvewisfo obtRin 
Fi) Arrest wWerrent, were based on hearsay  wrormeton 


And wat of Fact As required by \fv,Aind therefore wre I. 
Valid And Word On its FAce ASNoONe WRSledelly respon 


sible forthe consequences oF the rchon Contained 
therein, See: Schenk Wuited States 55 App-D.C.8y,85, 
which says in part: (\-3) The Federal Courts have most 
ZLerlously eit the a secured to the people wder 
the ert Ud) Prrdhiave uniFormely held thet 
its purpose Cantor be envrdedbythe issuanced? wits 
oN Sworn declaration which would permit the person oF 
Persons Nave ve em to escape responsibility Thus pet 
ifover leave tothe Court the duty of determmngthe issue 


sy ae 


‘ Cay) 


of ‘Housed? discretionas chown by theiseunrce oF & 
Spurious warrant without vo~one beiry responsable 
For the vulinmate Action of ite Currant) Force Therefore 8 
Sworn statement that a pet Socd Ginformed Roya believes, 
Orns renson tobeleve,and does believe that certain 
facts exishisnorA positive Statement thal \heyde exist, | 
Are that they Are true hyd leAves No One Vesponiblefor 
ASeArch,or Seizure,orArrestin case the information of 
the affiantor deponent Should prove tobe corrector 
in case there should be no Sound baseforhic belie® 

- Fetinoner quotes the Honorble dstice Wavtety of the 
WS,.Supreme Courtwhosadin 

--- Certain principles have renamed relatively, 

immutable in our durieprudenae: One ot theseic that 
Where the hovernmente Actions Seriously iniures Ay 
dividuelandArenconmbleness of the actor depends 


ow thet Fridingethe evidence used prove the over. | 
Ment casemust be disclosedand proven|AgAcTANe AT. 
Wis Not wptrue. While this (Siinportentiw the cageor 
documentary evidence; itis ever more innportant where | 
The evidence consists of the testimonnoh indwrduris 


whose Neila Wa be faulty or who,in Pact neh be 


perdurets ot pereons motirared by melice,vindichueress, 
wiobrance, predudice,or erlously, | 
We have formalized arule oF vequiremenitin our 

Conetitution, Then have pricienyt root 

Thus the Courts have two choices they can 
they wish, authorize the contwurnce oF & procedure Fla 
PPATI Bt Variance with Ainericnn traditionsoF friness 
Aad wait to see what Ihe Supreme Courtwillsay about the 
Conshiubionality of such a procedure or the cay Continue 


pony ae 
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the precedent of confor mity with the Constrrutionel 
ridhts and Purndamenstals of Fair play whichAre basie 
requirements of all Federal Courte. 

Wherefore your petitioner Féelsthe ieoue of 
"Abuse of discretion Should be rAised And ofPersas Fact, 

A copyof, beter oF Repl’ From Clerk of US. Distiet | 
Court At Washington, DC.S0 Show AS bemdtruththe Alle 
Patio VAIsedind Point on eC). | | 

Secondly the petitioner vaisesthe pontoF per 
durous testimony The Govetdment in tie opposition to pre | 
Vious Motions Filed, has relied Solely onthe fact Anat Such 
Watters were aerd the sufficencyor Same,were CONT ro- | 
verted AgANSrpetitioner at time ok trial, 

Not withstanding the Facttheatthe dury did brie 
INAVerdict of Quilly, Iris Fred Yhat your petitioner 
WAS Convicted Ot IWSuf FicenT evidence ANd Derlurous test 
Imowy ANd the Verdict Should Not be allowed % standdjour 
Petitioner relies on the vecord, and the record must Spefk 
for its elt! 

Your petitioner calls the Courts Attentiontte pars 
four (thru twelve (ia oF the of Ficiel Transcript of 
U.S.0.Hurnit,tve-049- 5b, In View of the above meritiayed 
PAesitis clear Anat pedury wAS committedby Agent 
Arthur Lewis and done So with malice And vindictiveness, 
Allto the detriment of petitioner. Pehitioner bas sect (Atta 
ched)agpartof brief, dopies of basement pled te shou 

thatthe Statementot Agent Lewis had wotruth andwere 
AlipartoFA preconmerened plan. 

Agent Lente Teshiied that whew geritiover 

came dowry Stairs,they walked tothe Prostof the house, 
Wherein the Court can readily see thatthe staircase 


RE a MgSO S SS UNL EN rE Sd 
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anas at the Worst of the house, And Hot AT the rear Thesec- 
ond nailer Pact testified to as truth by gest bens ie 
that Me peritiwer Stepped belinda pari\fion berind the 
bar This Couldnet be true AS thereis A Solid wel\ behwa 
tio bar edin order to be behind the partion, one would 
have fo Qo our ito the hell and travel tothe endot Yhe hell 
wry Toward the tert to det wo hero omn bearing Ye PANT 
WWiotd So described by Agent Ry ihr pewra. The abyein 
attached hereto Will Spenk As evidence in sugport of Per 
towers Alledgerion that A ent\beniie dd netsee a awutine 
Your peritioner Steppiy Denn d& AKITTION, Be 
Readings prge ® 9 of the Paaltranscipl pent. - a 
loner Finds thei AkeNT arihurbenie ConPinns petitioners am 
elledation of peduryA avt lewis, stnted under ond 
\wd Arial tat wFormey LincuDala lett hinGes) tw 
the basement playyoomn ANA Went WPSVAITS,ANA Wher) 
Devise came back dows Stairs Alone, te Canis) SAWhe hed 
the Stuff gent Leute Aawersee peritrover wrarutiine, 
dive informer QuieyDenis Nev cotics of ANY Sort, ey 8 
ti, Arthur Lewis, Hovernoment envdid wert to bees Ee 
A Commiscionertrarhe had persona Knowledge of 
petitioners aneeien en Warcohe trarfic. Further 
he rust have So Sratedunder oathihe came Alledation 
beFore the Grand Mur to Sota an iwarchment. 
Your petitioner RrQues Nhat Faloe testimony 
crnmotbe cured by recanvarion.,See; Reople\bzenrd, 
2. Y,2d H34jMI NE. 2d 580 (1451) The Court Yetected 
4he cowvrenhor that False testimony, covldbe curedby 
Buss So called Correct testimonylatey: he Cowl 
Keld + Rocarration WAS Ar effective defence onl\y - ES 


Cams whenit'ts dove prompfli) before the body 


ao] 
| 


(a) Gy 


Conductiesd the inquiryhas been decievedor miclend to J 
the harm and predudice of its tweshdation-Toothe fact 
Ahatthe Police OF Ficer WAS Hy 'experiencedpolice PH. 
Cer Ad Kew the effectooF pedurunatid thathe wrest 8 
lonally mislead the Grand Tuy to so cbtpinawmindick. 
merit for the arrest of Your petitioner dames tuny. 
Wherefore the inctant petitioner Contends 
that bis Arrest Red drultimate conviction resulted From per 
Wurous statements made before the Brarvd Tuy nnd A 
Wart Ant that voRs Word Atyd Uitthout Authorttyto further 
Substarinte the dled stion oF lledel arrest own spurious 
Warrant Your pehitoner cites the crse of Uthted States 
Vs of fice No.508 Ricon-Brewsier Bldd..d.C WD. 8.Fed. 
2319 \A54H) WIE Supp.24,28, which reads aS follows; __ 
_. CHW: (4) AP FdAMItS AS to Mere! belie? of ity 
Farmetion nnd belie uthout Pacts Tensonebly dustitiw 
anvd supporting Such belek are ledallyinsul dient to 


Sewers the basis for senrch (Grrestiorsiezurewanvants, 4 


And must be stricken.(6)___AFFidAvits___ which Sim. 
ply orate that the a¢Ment:__has reason tobelieve had 
does believe thatactimehasbeenor isin the Course 
oP being committed, cr which goNo Farther thaw to all 
ebe conclusions oPlaw,orof Fact, orwhieh Sefout on 
mere belie? And information the materiel Pacts on which 
the tiykitto search, siezure or ptrestis brsedpre Inout 
ficient to support a search ciezureot arrest UIATTANT 
issued on Such APFdAVITS. Tus the Contention made WW 
the instant Apperl that the warrant wes iworlhd 19 sub_ 
stavtiated bu the laws of the Crimuval Code and words 
oP the Federnl Court Wdges Who tepentediy condemn 
the practice of iosumd warteaits on mere hear sey And 


om 
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States, lOciiSi Pandit; Fully support perrover’s — 
iledation thatthe wart ant teenedPorthenrestotthe 
Wetant petitioner io Void And should be stricken RSA 
Nullthy The Court held in Garhart L. unrted States Supra, 
"Thereis always the possibility thatthe Commicsioner 
WAS Siery wor mehr cthet thee treat ComtAmedin the 
APCidAVir RNA that his Finding of probrble cersenerther 
Conciously or Sulo conrciously rested Ww part upON Such 
information ButAS Such formetion was Wot under 
onth ANG iy useing enbecribed Ard Suiori tot does Not 
Conform tothe requirements of the Constitution and 
F Rule ii ,oFU.S.Crim. Code henseis wot Adymessble, 
nypreview by the Court of the questionoF probable 
QAUSE ANY-Thore than twas Admeseble before the 
Commigzioner in the Finding oP probrble cause for the 
losuance of the warrant Bin teviewmbthe rection oF 
the Commissioner try Pindity probrble crusecthe Court 
Accordind|y Confines the mquiryte thefour Corners . 
ofthentidavy he 

The case at bari Wenticeltothat oP Garba | 
that no Sword AFFIGENIT existed, Not Hdthe officertest. — 
MWe For weeuenice oF said waArrANTIN questo Ny have 
personal knowledge of Facts NeCeSsAr yy ToSVSt en IGS 
WanceoF the warrant in question. 

The transcript clearly shows From Agent Levas 
own statements, that he (Lewis) knew nomorethavhear 
cau, See pages 13 of ST B. Potioner wimilis he fact 
thot Adperit Arthur Lewis wes introduced puritis Ametier 
of tecord from weuns! ‘restitnon wand statements that he 
had observed wetting From the Acting oF your pelvorrey; 


totot Fact Thus Hela sate “Unite 


ads} 
ac 
ee ae a ee ee gas 
b a 
a 
bee ee 
vey 


~~ 
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Tames ld. Hunitsto duetPu arity suspicion oF Chinn 
actniihy Thus your petitioner Comtende thal he pons At 
ectedonawerranircbtswedthron Shhearsay which 
brino'to fore the case of Qiles) wited States 264 
F208,21 the Court held thar; ~~ - ae 

Lo cThe fact net Tovdan's at Fidant wort Farin, 
on information and belie? And that he bravely swore That 


\edbrlon etal, ab 
‘WBhe heard 
one oT nore UNLNHAMEd Persons, veh ; 

- Tnatin tris crse the rumors appenred to have 
had some Founderionis,Cor present purposes, immaterial, 
ont law doesnot. contemplata thal homes andbusiness: 7 
premises shalbathusinumedunlessandurtiisome | 
person takes the lesponsiiliryordisclicwd under oth 


ps 
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tor Tudicial THounel Cacts From which such tburtel_ pot 
the Applicant ot AECIANT Finds probable cruse to believe 
articles particularly deseribed,and proper ly siezdble on 
search (or arrest) Wnt Ant Are infplace spleo particularly 
described. 
Wihis cnsesasiio Facts whatever were putbe- 
Lore the Commission ek lie Wes ousted Frome dudrcial 
Auwchor) pera remitted to 4 perPormavce purely preFunc — 
toh usthe prohibition agent was Aprlicrnstjag Pant, werrert 
the qudbe of the existance of the probable cause andthe 
AAicer Serving the weit. Thisis avery dard cvous alma 
dation of powers: 
Petitioner states with fruth that Agent Phu 
Loeuns did vot Know),or suspect the deCendent dames 
w-Hunt oF Roy, wrong—do\ atv the 24h of Marchi45e | 
Wor did he kWow oy suspect The def endant dames 
Huriton the Gth of April Vl, when he (agent hewn), 
Smade.® complaint fOr ery erreSt WArrANT. Lewis 
yelied Solely anid Cornpletely wpory the otrrernentS oF owe 
Luiney Davis) and thus vileled Aichiele 4 of the U.S. 
Constitution ardrules 3 and 4 ofthe Fed: Rules Crim. 
Proc. See pages Wo Arrd t\n of Mhe official Wrawseripy 
Where Aber’ Lewis under orth Telied completely on WW. 
formarion Qwer by, the wFormer Davio,Anrd Shel he 
had wo knowledge of defendants Achwities what SO 
ener: 
your pehtiower cnlle the Court S witention Yo | 
he statements made bythe WNfoxmerCDANs) 09 RNS. j 
eral page 33,R% 132, That he saw petitioner Sell Ment 
birthur Ve Warcotics, Hous crn emyare Fillo see | 
Aheat periry 19 beng, commited by the Whorwer (Dens) | 


ee 


“- 


Prod when Lewhs Whe Seus under onth thet these 
Strremnents bre true On page 4 CF cub trarseript OF 
Pritur Lewis, informer Dane wae Supposed * have 
lett nddenit Lewis Siting w the brsement while he went 
“Up Stnirs: When he came back dow Stairs hie words 
were’ have the stu? erotic bad haprenedasteshtied 
Foby Ryewt by Abent ewe,Does vot Nebe left with 
+he Knowledge shat Some one has Ms—used The truth, 
and thet peilury has been Committed, 


‘Retitioner allees Yani he wes iwsicted,and Sub | 


Sequently Med ANd Convicted Por Selling the tNArcahes 
Spoken) OF ON pee 9 of Sub transchipt oF Arthur Lews. 
Potitioner wee widicted bythe May Term Grand chy (Ase) 
Ror the Sale oF NArceticS fo AYent Arthur Lewis On 
March 2.2,\956. 
But during tne trial oF petitioner, Rb ent lewis, 

did prove bu his own teshmona(underonth) thathe 
Never SAW petitioner with Ann dak Cotes Wor adhe See 
Pelitionier pass, Qve Or Sell et Weralto Nn 
ane See Sub Hanscript page 2. OF Abent Prior Lewis 
for Verification. | | 

"Thus your pehtioner states thet Bhent bewle 
diduiolate The tules of the Fed Crim Proc.end the feau.. 
iremenis of the Constitution inv coven & warrant for 
Arresto® petitioner without haw persorelly knowledge 
of the essential facts pecessaru to establish probeble 


Cause. 


| 


Petitioner Further alleges p mis. use of Gover. 
ment power by cellind the Courts atlewthionto the Fact 
that on) April lo,|A5w,R Complrwt wes Piled Aso petrhoner 
Selling earcotics drudge on March 2.0956 Qnder\believe), 


aoe 


But petitioner LAs indicted bog Ware ctle drug to 
Agent beuds onthe 22.07 Mnrch 486 How could this post 
blelybe, when Agent Lewis Sthtes in his Testimony under 
onth, that, petitioner WAS ever Seen with Nor dd he Sell, 

Give AWAY or barter anuthWd(AS Parrshekwew)Cleanyn | 
“mis -USe of power ANd truthhas beew madejethin OTN. | 
Wd averrentyAnd before the Brand Tory toobhin Av iNG 
ctment \f ru Arthur Levis kwew or had probtble crude 


to believe other than hear Saut why did tot Gast Lewis 
file hie complaint on the shewtnohh Kwoulede? Por it tt 
true then kent eve could have filed witha positive Stat 
ementinstead of we back seventeen (in) drys From date 
OP hie Clin, Anvd Milos ynvder hie belief but not sure AS to 
who petitioner Sold dene to or how) much or where, 

The Court wil AgY @ that this 1S hor ical wk. 
mact Actionor a person With the true Facts For thereis vo 
facts at all in AQent Arthur Lenses Compleat ior 1s thete 
Aro RPFIdANt OF Fact written And Sur to before*heComm— 
issioner inn Support OF the Complaint and Arrest poArrANY, 

Therefore Wis Allegedrhat the warrant And indi. 
+menitjbeth vre Wegel nndvord Re thediscreparaese?the 
facto and dates, vpon Study, voill proye beyond A YensonAble 
dovbty,"vot with erAndiny the absence oF ay APFidAitT of 
Facts. iy Support ther ets) ‘Sworw to bythe Compliant, 
that the warrant cdreiwed to Artest WHS Spurious ANd DIAS 
\seuued merely Or) SUSPIClous AN Conecture ANd therefore 
deprived petitione of Due Process oF Lauer its equival. 
ent Mheleu of he lpnd. Thiele ner a Quarentytherthe fuv_ 
damental pruvcipes oF dustice under the lay shell not be 
violated. Petitioner Argues that the Constrtuhovellight ofA 
defandaitin a crimvel prosecution to Compulsory process 


\SNot Aricht that nay be dranted And then subsequ- | 
ently trken AWAY At the sole willof atrial Justice with. j 
out Clear ledel Justification It isthe dutuof aly Wial 
Judge Progecuiting atlorn euANd Conselito Seethet 
theseriphis Are protected ANd wpheldin Ack imuvel pros. 
ECUTION, | 
Citindy Crvow Lo the American Ber 
Agsocinlion, The duiyor Alawyer to deFendvedardless oF 
his pey sounl opinion AS to deFenidants Ouilt anid" see 
{hat bis chents is wor deprived of \ife or iiherty except 
Mrough the Due Administration of the Criminal Liaw! 
Pasit\oner challenges The Conduct of counsel ve. 
tained yo defend petitioner’ The man \imistAKes Ade dur 
Id trinl ANd Yoo, the Pactshnt counsel did advise peitiaver 
oF Aleta enitirmpm entis proof that said Counge)wag 
Neen in PYATEC\indy peritioner AdeNs\ Administrative 
power Owly after the trinl of petitioner had stated dd 
Covnsel brie? pelitione’ onthe isgueok the entrapment 
Your petitioner Not Kowind Inw, did wot Know Ahat He | 
was forced te admirthe ownership of the Aleded Ny. 
Cotics) to be Able to rise the sane oF entyApment: | 
_ hus your pettiover charges thet lis rttowey 
Miether iovestigeved the warrant or evidence yAerd too the 
Attorney for petitioner per foryned the vole of Rinic\ CunAe. 
___ Therefore cannot petitiover chard e Counsel ag 
Dene Womperant ANd too CHNWON petitioner cite the 
prosecuting aitorvey for malicious prosecution, The 
Prosecuting Atrormely did prevudice petthoner bythe use 
Of uNArue statements tothe Jury the prosecutor otat 
ed that the petihower had been arrested w California | 
Some YeRys Abo for WAKCotiCS lAWUIIAKON bud hay no 


Fas 
y 


yecord toprove its. 

The question asked /s. Did the government Nov pre~ 
Judice petitioner before The Jury by making such 
At Statement without proof of jts truth? your etit/— 
oner cites; (Berger us United Stites, 29 US'78 88/935), 
where @mmthe Court held that the duty of The US. 
Attorney isto gee That Justice ig done, and uphold the 
rights of the Accused AS well As thAl of the gorernent, 
Further the Guvt said in Berger ye United Stales, SuprA 
“Mat itis not the duty of the US. Attorney tomake 
decisions of the Court, 

Your petition ey believes that the des Cre PANCes 
inthe ease bay Upon study will prove that peution. 
ev/s motion Is not Frivolous And isdeserving OF neri?; 
ANd that he /s entited to the redress Sought herein; 
ANd in RI Fairness OF this Court inthe Keeping of all 
laws within the Yenoy of the Gnstitution of the United 
States OF FAinevien, ANd the Fed,Rules of Grim, Proc. 

Your petitioner cites; CistofFel vs United States, 
88 Fo, D.t:|, 90 F 2% 585-1 951] Where he@urt of 
Rppenls (or this Circuit has recognized ASA peneval pr. 
neipal thal every effort should be made to insure ie 
No crimingl defendantis &pyived by erroy of counsel of 
the fullest dudiciAl consideYAadion of Any Substantial 
question affecting his liberty.” 

Your petitioner contends that the Judgment ANd 
the SeMence i'n the instant case At bar Should be vacrt- 
“ed, ANd petitioner dames W, Hunt Freed froin confine 
ent) Pet/Zioner believes that he has Proved Prom the 
OfFicinl transcript the False Statements of wi 2nesges 
Vesti Fy ing Against Rim, ANd has proved that 


The warrant was obtain illegally Recording tothe 
Constitution's Fourth G)Rmendment andthe Fed, Rules of 
Crininal Procedure, Rule 3-4 And 41, 

RU Rilegations And StatenentTs by peditiover con- 
tnined herein being true acts. Petitioner stars that 
the Arrest and Ndictye nt were ille pal ANd invalid 
ANd this deprived the US: District Gur? of Jur$d- 
ition to try and pass Judgement on petitioner 
A Theve ave three (3) Jurisdictional essentials nece- 
ssAry tothe validity of every judgment, to w/ts 

(/) Jurisdiction of parties, 
[Ri durisdiction of the subject atter, 
[3] Rwer of the Ruthori ty tedecide the partic ~ 
ular mA ters presented," Ks ae : 
Find the lack of either is PatR/ tothe Judgment: 

The above was cited by Judge Brice, in Sine vs. Chaves, 
IAF 29, 509,44 NM R60 (1940). in ve, Felds Estrte, 40N.M. 
423. Being A laymAN ANd Not Under StANd ing the Com- 
Plexities of law, hedid not waive his rights To question 
A SONVCtION Chat 13: €YYoNCOUs, ANd MFINING jSelenrly. 
erroneous when ‘though there /s evidence to sup ov it. The 
reviewing Got onthe edtire evidence ts left with & 
definate aud Pirxy conviction that A mistake hasbeen eomM- 
ieéed; gee; Feder A} Rules 0# Gim.Proe, Rule 552A), 28 USC, 
H., 3Ame which is Aoplicrble to The cnse at bay. 

Petitionsy's Contention that his Witorneys cUere Negligent 
Wud therefore (nef fective Is demonstrated: ele arly hy the 
fact counsels Failed % exanine The Arrex of Petitioner, 
which game was obtnined by ANd lkrough R Void Wapraat: 
Farthey counsels did.conx, advise And /erd Petitioner. 
INYo pleading intrnpment. Vor jyowiNg ° 


The elements of pleading intra pment, paritioner relled 

gom pletely Upon the Advise OF his counsels, [ts Alleged 
Chat counsels Fail @ in Vestignte the Hrrest or wArrANt 
counsels Fail % submit “Matian Co Sugeress “any Atd 
Ail evidence Shezed As A yesul? of A. defective Wayranz 

Rétitioner Revs And States that "The Hecused /$ en- 
-tTled To #Nd has A right to effective AESIStHNGE OF 
COUN Sel Al eveny cage of che proceeding inthe pryr~ 
“VATION ANd Crial oF the ‘Gage: Me honovAbledudge 2 
Fratty man Said in Survraz var United Srates miss 1199S [N/5)sQ), 
quote; =~" That every Trial Judge. cerdltjcate must Not | 
be Suspected" ov Autom azicrly i nvalidated by the mere — 
ery Incompetent Counsel, how ever should petitioner polit — 
Losomething That counsel did or did wotdo, which Inacks to 
us of incompetence »werwill pry Aention % /B,"anguote. 

The Two instwn ces Pericioney claim ineffectiveness of 

Counsels Bre to wit: : | 
Li] Failure of counsels %o investigate warrant 
which regulzed in petitioners Arvest... 

[2] Firilure of counsels to challenoe Che Huthor|ty of ~ 
The United Stxies prosecuting ARoy Ne, who did Kyowing- 
‘ly ussd peyjurous testimony of line sses_nauely | 
Quincey Devs ANd government Re ent Hrthuy Lewis, 

LN this case, petitioner claims the conviction reste 
exclusively 4pon the Testimony of the Admitted informer 
Quincy Davis: The Sate ment of he exse veklects his- 
Sordid past ANd theve faye under 2he decision of the 
Supreme Gur? of the United States in; Alferd yg. 
United Stites, 282 US: 681/72 was extremely Impo- 
“rt To the’ Hapellants dial Lodiseved't this witness 
IN GVEYY WAY that tuns Parmizted by Ina,” 


a = an areheere ptics Kh ET . re ee he) 
Te eT MLN SBS ME ERT SE Dies SAAB DET ES OO ay i 
— 


pay, 
‘5 


. The Assistant? United Sigies Hitorney Admit- 
-ed WYINP the couvse of A colloguy following the reply to 
Ue Subpoens Yurt The wltness Davis had test/tied IN 
other Wurisdictions HNd that the compensation he yecely- | 
ed inZhese other eine had No yelevANey or beRving OK | 
the /sgue in the present cASe REM Request WAs 
made Upon the lriAl Judge that the record? be mnde 
AVAllAble. The tr/ Judge gua shed the subpoenht with the 
Sele men? hat corpentsAeion received IN ocher Cases iN 
various paris of the country had no bemying on the /S$u- 
-eS iN the presen? erxSe, | 
Initially, of course, the tr/4| Judge should have 

reguired the Production of The record for ingpedton , 
This has been consistently Approved by this Gort, HNnd 
other Appellate Cour?s. 

This Court nN the; Gonryunist Pavey of Hmeri ca Ys 
Subversive Hetivities Guntrol Boryd, No. 11850, h#s 
recognized che relevancy oF Suck material ASIT MAY 
Affeet The credibility of A prid destifier. Jo Rllow the 
jury 2% oblain the Im pression that the Witness WAS 
paid 1500.00 or 400% for the years work en %kis pa 

-(calay ¢ense, 18 %o gel AN ervoneous gonception before 
the jury, becnuse le.in Fad he received Sams of 
meney for lestify ing jn Various Federal Jurisdictions | 
througout the country that Fact “lone, would henry very her- 
~vily Pon the credibility was under such Strong ATTACK 
Througoute the yecord. The guashing of the Subpoena 
in this ense denied the Appellant — - Due Process of 
law, denied him a Fair ANd | ni pavtial tri Al, tnd This Quyt 


theuld yeverse The Judgenent ofthe lower Cour? ANA GTANE 
pathiey The redress fought herein. In HeCuSiNg ‘ip 
Petitioner ef A crime in Which 


There WB No yerificAtion oF yeeord to prove its Authenticity, 
Your peliioner anlls the Gurt$ mtendon %o} Uwited ” 
eS aloly, 247 Fi 24 685,6% Et Sq, Leca 
2,/95 1); Where the Gut held; "I? is well established 
thar it /8.erv0 to #llew AN AICACK onthe eved/bil/t Y 
of defense witness by unjustitably Hecusine him 
ofthe Commission of # erie, att 
The tlle gntlon of “Dental of Hearing '' tha? eas 
initiated by petitioner in kif motion Now before The 
Court, 2088 ralsed Yo Show that couse/s was Negligent . 
| IN the protection of * peti Lioner# riphe, your peti Caney | 
Not Knowing what a kear/ng Would include ov eX pose 
would Not have Consented Co The wyjyer of the YGhE 
lo question The conyplainant “if Hay "had surely he would fl 
Not have consented % eVideyce being used by the 
Sovern ment rithout young tha? 'T cons/sted Of, 
Thevelore /@ is Ay pued that counsels zoho gkilled 
inthe practice of Irw,did prove negligent tw Not explnin= 
“Ng %0 patitioner the vigh? thee waste be wiived ay Lz 
vtlue fo The defense of your pstitianers iP hey 
The point Chus yaised sad | pointed out to the Quvi, 
clearly Shows that the counsels fay defense of petitionerss | 
liberty Should be cited in View of Me Honorable dudge . 
Preley mans opinion in; Surv is. United States, Soph, 
‘Should petitioner point to Something tha eosuseldid ay 
dd wok Jo, which Smacks to us of Incompecenice , we will 
Pay Atiention tot Further |7 i8 urged thre Lhe 
cedent Set /n Zhe Pollowing listed cnseS he 


Adjudged #8 berrilg 


directly onThe ase pending now betre the bay 

of this Honoveble Guyt; they are to wit;-- -- | 
~-(- Edwards vs United Stites, 75 Us. App.Dh 226, 
~ -2>_Goper Ki United S7qtes, 255 US. Hyp Le2H, 
--§- United Strtes, 15 USF. Fyep.DC 214; 
- ~4-Qigos vs. Welgh, 89 US:Aop, 148; 

— -5-Novfleld Wy. Uni tates, (bh Aw! F75; 

- - 6-Thomas Va.D.¢, 90 FAS $24; 

--4- on VS United Stytes, WlOF 2% T62; 
~~ 8- Farley we United Stites, (45 F-29774; 

~- - 9-Lunee Xs Hverlode, 244 F 2% 108: 


The Inst pllegntion petitioner argues is that 
the US: District? Guyt was without Jurisdiction to 
yendey ff decision Where evidence conclusively 


Support the charge of A Void Weary ant,” Not withsta- 
~Nding the Fact That your peritionev sulfered the wavih 
of the pee judicig! testimony Aud othey UN- orthodox triA/ 
lyctics, He was denied his Qust/tucional tenor of 'Due 
Process of Law.” The instant petitioner Subralt that 
All The foregoing Facts contained herein, Considered His 
ConYction Was Not the Product Of & tRi7 ANd | mpirtiel 
inl AS ounvanteed fy the 5% Gt 13% And ht Ainend- 
~ments Toche United Stxles Cayst/Zudion. 
nclusio 

Wherefore, peritioner pray thAZ This Honorable Gur? 
will issue Foywith to the US: District Attorney for tke 
Distric? of Glurabi#, an order with spec! Fred /mStruct/ons 
to ewter H ~~ SUdge mest OF Haguittal," eonsistiut Fo 
the meaning of mis HonovAable Guys Findings. 


Statement of Racks eee 


\ end First duly Sworn, 
accordint Xo law, ov orth depose and Say Ther themaAters | 
nnd things stated WW the Foreoin Motion by Ine subseribed ) 
ad facts Are true, anna that those Ynatters and ney strted | 
therein AS Upon infor ination ANd belie? \believe tobe true. 


Reapertyully Submited : 
YeriNoner Pro Se. 
Cevtificate of Service | 
\ JAMES W. Hunt bend duly sworty 


accordiny to law, depose and Says, that | have nailed A 
Copy of The Foredoin rion (postage prepaid) to 


aie Basch, Req. U.S. tiornev JMthis address, U.S. 
District Court Worse, Washington 0) DC. 
on Hhio.22 day of Dune \Ab0. 


Pelitione’ Pro Se | 


Bibeeribed Awd Susan lo before me 
thie.z2dayot ute 1460. 


Notary Public 


My Commission Expires Augast 15th, 196% 


